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.“ Abstract“ .
'This ‘experiment. 1nvest1gated the effects of verba11z1ng comprehens1on.bgb
.'strategies on read1ngvach1evement ‘self-eff1cacy~and attr1but1ons..
Ch11dren 1n grades four and f1ve w1th read1ng comprehens1on def1c1eno1es;5:ﬂ
'rece1ved 1nstruct1on and pract1ce opportun1t1es. w1th1n each grade, -
:f_ha1f of the subJects verba11zed straZeg1es pr1or to app1y1ng them,-'htfh
ﬁ*whereas the other ha]f d1d not verba1‘7e strateg1es._:Strategy verhal—!gt
7fv12at1on 1ed to h1gher readlng cnmprehens1on, se1f-eft1cacy and ab111ty

/ F o
attr1but1ons across grades.{ Se1f—eff1cacy and ab1]1ty attributions were,a;~f

'fpos1t1ve1y re’ated to one another and to subsequent performance.

aResu1ts suggest app1y1ng strategy verba1ization to other reading <k111s.} ':i 3




VRV T&QAL LMY whe sl

) & o ';Af'~' Strategy Se1f Verbalization E fffects on SR S
L Remedial Readers Comprehension and Se1f Efffcacy R
' ' “,j” e : PRSI /xf_“a: .
Accord1ng to uandura, different psycho1og1ca1 procedures change N

L

':behavior in part by creat1ng and strengthen1ng perce1ved se1f efficacy, o

ffg which refers to persona1 judgments of performance capab111t1es 1n a ti:*'

o \

’_pers1stence,‘and task accomp]ishments

a5

Peop1e acqu1re 1nformat1on aboutﬁ}ffﬂ

A1th°”gh SE1F°EFF‘C°CY °r1910811y was emp1oyed to exp1ain cop1ng ﬂﬁffi

”behav1ors 1n fearfu] situations,z1ts use has been extended to other
. Rtr /,.,_
.contexts 1nc1ud1ng ch11dren s coghntive sk111 acqu1s1tion (Schunk

c1”1984) Th1s 1atter research wh1ch has exp1ored how ch11dren acqu1re

V

. ~'1nformat1Pn about the1r eff1cacy, has shown that educat1ona1 pract1ces5ﬁ

-34#{e;;5;1e 9. rewards, goa]s, feedback) are 1mportant 1nr1‘ences on se1f-, _3?

‘“f:f:'eff1cacy and dxffer in. the type of 1nfox ation they CONVEY- I" turn,

““T,J?seqf-efficacy affects sk111 deve1opmer.

One common educat1ona1 pract1ce 1s mode11ng A1though mode11ng can

Ke}~{teach new sk111s (Rosentha1 & Bandura, 1978), there 1s 11tt1e research

w':""":T;,'.On,how mode11ng affects se]f eff1cacy._ Mode11ng iSaan observationa1 o



:sequence of actions (Schunk 1984) This sense of efficacy acquired

S ) ,..v1car1ous1y is va11dated 1ater when observecs perform the task success- ;::
| Mode11ng a1so can teach genera] ru1es and prob1em-sovving strate-l

Vg1es (Z1mmerman & Rosentha1, 1974) Mode1ed demons; ations;uhat 1nc1ude .

uIes or strategies, a1ong with app1ications, can be 1nter-~5;

;verba112e:k

3J'?na11zed by - dbservers to he1p regu1ate their performances (Me1chenbaum'ﬂ

ﬁ{Goodman,.1971 Zimmerman‘& Rosentha1 1974)

Recent research has extended this thxnking by expToring~how verba1-‘ff

- iizat1on by obse efs}°wh1chfﬁs patterned after moac1edzverba112at1ons,;:kf“

1ﬁ1;affects cbservers performances and se1f efficacy (Schunk_ 3982 Schunk

"{_w& R1ce, 1n press) Verba112ation by observers shou1d enhance per-'"”

i ':fprob1ems‘deve1opet

“fch11dren who did not verbalize-;

.f’the effectsiof”verba1ization._ Research shows*that




far111tated when ch11dren verba11ze strateg1es to be fo11owed mater1a1 ’

to be reca11ed, or other types of performance aids’ (Asarnow Me1chen— }

LSt WA e T

baum, 1979 Coates & hartup, 1969 Keeney, Cann1zzo, & F1ave11 1967 ‘f’};'

Hh1te1y & Tay1or, 1973) C°"V8r591Y. no benef1ts of overt verba11za-.i7*ﬁ~

tion have been obta1ned (Coate' & Hartup, 1969 Denney & Turner, 14/9),.ng:

and there 1s some evidence that verbe11zat1on can 1nterfere w1th per- 8 ;

| formance (Denney, 1975)




o yerbaMzatioy

f1nterfered w1th performance amcng 6-year o1ds._ Verba11zations consistedaf.

of Specific strateg1es, wh1ch apparent1y were too d1ctraCt1ng for the s

fyoungest :h11dren. ' fffjjibgl" L,ff/l

The purpose of the present study was to determ1ne the effects of f_wf

¢

;verba1ization of mode]ed strateg1es among,ch11dren with read1ng compre-

;;hens1on def1c1enc.es TvResearch shows that chi1dren with 1ow read ng

v-sk111s perf"rmipoore on short term memory tasks compared with sk111ed

I~

:,readers (Bauer, 19’7 Cummings & Faw, 1976 Go1dman, Hogaboam, Be11 & {f
eﬁPerfett1, 1980) Poor readers often do not use cogn t1ve strategles |
;;such as rehearsa1 e1aboration, or 1magery, to 1mprove memory (Bauer, }fLwa
”1977 Torgesen & Go1dman, 1977) It has been suggested that ch11dren ’.>
‘w1th 1ow read1ng sk111s be taught comprehens1on strategies, such as’ )

e _..——_'-___e, BN i

»Hse1f-question1ng, Comprehens1on mon1tor1ng, 1magery,?’

;nd text scanning,

i*to help redvce comprehenS1on def1c1enc1es (Brown, Camplone, & Day' 1981'Q»f{

'dS1nger & Don1an, 198&) Verba11zat1on may be a means of teachxng,useful'gy?

~ “—',' B

| trateg1es.,5.;f

5 /?f Tt was expected th’t]strategy verba1izatwon wou1d promote-reading L
agcomprehension performance and' e1f eff1cacy.ﬂ

T extend the;genera11ty

%fof the present f1nd1ngs,’$ubje,ts werelch 1dren 1n grades four and ff

:—‘:"1VE.. NO hypot es."»-” ..

;?affECtEd Dbrformance*at‘ributions-; Attr1butiona1'the‘q




g actlons (He1der, 1958) In ach1evement contexts, outcomes often are
- attr1buted to abi 1ty, effort task diff1cu1ty, and 1uck (Heiner, 1979)

ExpectanC1es of future success (1 e., se1f eff1cacy) 1n part depend on
. '» 1 &

‘ ascr1pt1ons for pr1or outcomes fwe1ner, 1979) Students who attribute
' prior successes pr1mar11y to high ab111ty shou1d ho1d h1ghe1 expec- o

tanc1es of sucoess compared with those who stress factorr over wh1ch
they have 11tt1e contro1, such as 1ow task diff1cu1ty or good 1uck.
| Lompared w1th sk111ed readers, ch11dren with comprehens1on def1c1enc1es ;5£E

take 1ess persona1 responsib111ty for successes (Butkowsky & w11|ows,

1980), that 1s, they are 1ess 11ke1y to attribute success to abi11ty (a

' 1nterna1 cause) and more apt to be11eve that success occurred 1argely

because the task was easy or they were 1ucky._;¢ ,fﬁ'“f n,f;:i“

t1ons forlsuccess to 1nterna1 causes (ab111ty and effort),

qe_ . y

'16

greater persona1 control over outcomes._ As before, no hypothesis was

eadvanced on whether d1fferent1a1 attr1but1ona1 patterns'fou1d emerge 1n

the two grades.

The sub ects were 48 ch11dren drawn from three e1ementary schoo1s

w1th1n one’ schoo1 d1str1ctkf,The 22 boys and 26 gir1s were equa11y

d1str1buted']mong grades four and f1ve., Ages ranged from 9 years~1f ‘:‘

/}m

months to 13 years o months (grade four M: 10”6 years, grade fjve M ='

/ :

'A1though different socioecon e backgrounds were“repre-v*

sented ch11dren predom1nant1y were 1ower-m1dd1e c1ass.rf1



- \'Academic Aptitude (suiuivan, Ciark & Tiegs. 1970)t

A11 subjects regu1ar1y received remediai reading comprehension
' 1nstruction. Chiidren had been p1aced 1n these ciasses based on the
.foiiowing cr1teria° Fourth graders scored 1n the 1owest 15% of th

1normed population on the 1anguage portion of the Short Form Test of
’Qa

:nd fifth graders

| scored at 1east LWO years beiow grade equivaleit on the reading compre-

N \. L

1‘hen51on s b t of the Iowa Tests of Ba51c Skiiis (Lindquist &

Hieronymus, 1972) ‘f'.:- ' . ; ;, ,:, - f e

fPretest

SubJects 1nitia11y were administered the pretest individuaiiy by a |

st

' '~#?.ema1° aduit tester drawn from outside the scnooi.,::

Seif efficacy.‘ Chi1dren s seif-cfficacy for answering readingm-_w«~§f

'icdmprehens,on questions correctiy was measured foilowing/procedures of

L e

“_prev1ous resea‘ch (Schunk 1982 Schunk & Rice,\in press) 'fhe efficacw(,f

'h;scaie langed from 10 to 100 in 10-un1t 1nter4ais rroT high uncertaint‘

“'f;:f(IO),vto cnmpiet"certitude (100) , Chiidren 1n1tia11y received prac--‘f:;

,;;.etice by Judging their certainty of SUCC&SSfu]]y Jump1ng‘“rogress1ve1y;"7‘

4siionger distancfs'ranging from a few 1nches to severa1 yards.“ In thiS

A

“concrete fashion chiidren 1earned the meaning of the sca1e s d1rection

Tfand the different numericai vaiues.. .iaﬁ ; ;5.1;:?7#1 ;Ji\:" A



/ ;" in d1ff1cu1ty to those on the ensuing skiTT test. a1though they were not

o 1dent1ca1 After read1ng each passage,,ch11dren read,1ts questaons one -
atVa-time.. For each quest1on ch11dren pr1vate1y judged their certa1nty
of be1ng ab1e to answer correctTy quest1ons of that type, that 1s,,.-.

questions about as easy or hard as that une. Thus, ch11dren were

tf;g' Judging\the1r capab11ity to answer different types of questions and not

whether they coqu\answer any part1cu1ar 1uest1on. So that ch11dren

, v?dctuaTTy answer the Questions, ch11dren were not aTTowed to ?;f
BEREE e ‘ \ . -

consu1t passages, and questions were shown w1thout mu1t1p1e choice

answers._ Ch11dren were advised to be honest and mark the ef‘1cacy vaTue

that matched how they rea11y fe1t. «Scores'here“summed across the 24

Wl T A - BT

Judgments and averaged 5”? -_,‘ ‘[ TF’**! : .fij-_‘t,_;i 'fi;‘
} l sk11 The sk111 test, wh1ch was adm1nis- R

: Read1ng comprehensio

v ~‘htered 1mmed1ate1y foTTow1ig the eff1cacy assessment, 1nc1uded 10 pas-~~—;}ng4

o i.Sages w1th defuest1ons that: ranged in- d1ff1cu1ty as above._ The tesﬁer

"~r;"preserted thef:assages one at a t1me., After ch11dren';ead each passage,i

s

' Tthey answered ,rom one to four mu1t1p|e-cnoice quest1ons, Ch11dren were?iff

'i’Tg1ven no ass1stance or performance feedback ~+The test took about 30 min - iﬁ

to adm1n1ster. ) The measure of sk111 was the number of quest1ons .*: BRI j
',;f answered correct1y. o R N
Tra1n1ng Procedure “_ T ,,;' : _'A ;;r,.j=f' '

s ”




~“Verbalizatioi

drawn from a variety of sources and that tapped comprehension of

detaiTs. ‘ » . _ .
Chiidren met in groups of tnree around a tabTe with a femaie adu1t

. proctor who was/drawn from outside the schooT Nrittan on a nearhy

4
( AN

;f. _“:-' . Hhat do I have to do’ (1) Read the questions (2) Read the story, iﬁr

_ ‘and (3) Look for key words. (4) Reread each question, and (5)

':ahnswer that question. (5) Reread the story if I don t know the
ﬂanSwer. f{}_» o ' " ' N

- \ Tl . . . - . I . R R . o N - _,v.._“
‘ gAt the start of the firsc training session, the proctor distributed',

-

Clhae s e . >

instructionai materia\s and pointed to the poster board. She expiained
that ‘rese steps heiped chiIdren answer questions. The procton ver- ;f;jf

baiized aioud, "Hhat do I have to do7 Read the questions.Ff The

proctor then reaa anud the‘guestions for the first comprehension'. ﬁgfjn
passage whiie ch1|dr=n foTIowed aiong, after wh ch she\pointed to and

IEde]TZEd strategies (2) and (3) '\lhe procto expiained that key

T words referred to materia1 addressed in the questions, and then read the R

’S

EVZV\‘.-j passage aioud.. She next pointed to and verbaIized strategles (4) and

(5), read aioud the first question and its mu1t pie-choice answers,lj.aiaj

: 'Tm o seiected\the coFrect answer, and expTained her se1ection by referring to~
o \ S
The—proctor—repeated-strategTes—§4)~and“(5)—for each,{

F
-

T the passager

question based on that passage. .

Treatment Conditions 4i_lf;¢;5‘V*~7"’“-




:tions f After chiidren verbalized these sfatements. she selected ‘one ;{

a

- ichiid to read thn questions aioud uhen this chi1d finished the

proctur instruc*ed ch 1dren to repeat after her strategies (2) and

ol (3) The proctor then ca11ed on a d‘fferent chiid to read the story R
TR i

aioud after which she asked chifa“n to repeat strategies (4) and ’5)

| ';after her. A third child read the first question with its muitipie
oo

.choices and seiected an answer If an 1ncorr°ct answer were}seie;ted

”the prictor toid the chcid to repeat strategy (6) aftl he., after_wrich

this chiid rereadjenough of the passage’ ta determine che'correct answer.

Strategies (4) and (5) were ;erbaiized for additiona1 passane questionr

R

\and the entire sequence was repeated ‘or each new passage;[3If childrenv

stumbied on\a.nord during reading the proctor prompted uith eontext andfiu

1y .
phonetic cues.

- Beginningfwith the second sess/on the proctor did not verbaiiy

_ mode1 strategies but exp]ained that when she n01nted,w

‘i-gwere tu say 1t‘a10ud Proctor 1nstructions were sc ipted to insure

‘\
\_,

T

.';above except that chiidren d1d not verbaiize the strategies.{




‘yerua l,"_l,‘_ﬂb [ R ¥ 8 RO

might ,ark each sC _é;, Chi]dren:were

100).; Ch11dren privi/zﬁyfrecorded their ratings




1ng. Inspectlon of Tab1e 1 reveais th

T,’tests revea]ed a s1gn1f1ca‘_

s

;f'osttest neasures{‘

F(l 43) ‘63 031'7”9




*Attr’i buti ons -

The four attributions were ana1yzed with a 2 x 2 mu1t1p1e analysis}»‘
_;’of variance.i A s‘gnificant effect was obtalned due to strategynverba11- t?

‘537 F(4 41) = 9 00 g < 001 Mult1variate orthogona1 S

~Qzation, A

‘f}con*rasts demonstrated that the two strategy verbalizat1on conditions ;;_}Q

‘?553 £

W

'd:f;differed ngn1ficant1y from>the_other‘two cond1t1ons, @{é*

L,;jtask success.;. f,<

ff:_Corre1at1ona1 Ana1¥585”‘




s e e Verbalization -

‘.g#§4-’ﬁ 1015C05§1oh'

Thp present study Qenonstrates that verba1izing ' readlng ccmpre~

. hens1on :trateg;es promote ise1f— fficacy and ab11ity attr1butions. Oge;/

’flexp1anation for these benefits‘is as. fo11ows._ Ch11dren in1t1a11y
L el SN ' : o
V,observed an adu1t mode1 verba11ze and then successfu11y app1y strate--» Fa

D; 3.g1es.> Mode11ng‘canyraise observers e1f efficacy becaus ”Vt'conveys R

o *??'iflthat t ey are capab1e of succeedmg 1fithev fo11ow th‘ san




[ U

unaware of the behaviors necessary fA prof1c1ent read‘ng.‘ They may _l
fnot rea1ize that different strategies are requ1red depending on the type
’of task Becom1ng prof*c1ent 1n a read‘ng sk111 requ1res focusang on -
‘aspects centra1 to 1ts purpose and 1gnoring features 1rre1evant to thatﬂ~:v

u.;task Strategy verba1izat1on may enhance such focus1ng. Nhen ch11drenffnh

, gvdo not verba1ize strateg1es they may not learn them as we11 and may be; g

ﬂ'rmore 11ke1y to attend to 1rre1evant aspects.3.7'7eu L

It shou1d be reiterated that strategy verba]1zat1on seems most"”’

vV; effective for children whose typ cal cogn1t1ve performances are de"

cient (Denney & Turner, 1979)' ey_"ay not orq nTze or‘rehearse

1nformation, focus on 1mportant:features or mp1oy usefuJ‘ta k. strate-{‘Tf

jg.es.
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l.]i i7f?fjfvt:

V‘withwthe perception of_higr abiTity'(Harari & Covington, 1981) Young \-“

'ch11dren often be11eve that high effort can enhance abl]itj, a]though

L

;}i'Covington, 1981) \';1%352

Consistent w1th'

\ ing the re1at1ve:contr1butions of many\ acto: :

‘ ; This study has app11ed 1mp11cations.. Chi]dren with reading compre-\f:




i{~— to reguTate their behaviors according to factors such as story Iength

;>and passage difficulty (Myers EE Paris, 1978°-Yussen, Mathews, Buss, &

’«J

G l‘f The presenf 1nstruct1ona1 context a1so seeme wel] suited for

'fdelivering\'ttributional feedback to chi]dren. Feedback 11nk1ng

'if9Y°“ re. good at‘th1s") or. effort

- chfldren s stccesses to ability (e g

(“You Ve been Horking hard") promotes.se]f_e?ficacy and s;bs .u nf AN

’

:with performahce>feedback and may enhance the benef1ts‘of 1nstruction

RS

P
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